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B article is generally oriented to the position of qualitative research in US I/O psychology, although brief reference is made to innovations in the UK psychology field.
As European Work and Organizational (W/O) psychologists, who have championed the use of qualitative research in our field for the last 25 years, we share Pratt and B
I O
Psychology journals, and we agree that this situation is detrimental to the development of the discipline in many ways (Cassell and Symon, 2006) . Here we want to present a European perspective on this issue which sheds some light on why qualitative research may be more accepted in European W/O psychology, but also highlights the power relations that tend, even in Europe, to maintain it in a rather second rate position. Our intention thus is to engage in a process of mutual learning across the US and European situations. Our objectives are threefold:
 To present an overview of the use of qualitative research in W/O psychology in Europe, which shares some of the issues outlined here, but also differs in some essential ways  To add to some of the points presented in the focal article drawing on our own research and our experience of the struggle to bring credibility to qualitative research in the W/O psychology area  To emphasise the importance of a diverse view of qualitative research which is inclusive of an international community of qualitative I/O Psychology researchers. organizational studies and the rise of discursive approaches in the European social psychology community. These perspectives and movements have largely been empirically expressed through qualitative methods. This is not to say that all qualitative research conducted in Europe follows these traditions, but they have certainly helped make alternatives to positivist quantitative approaches more visible and acceptable.
The important issue here is the epistemological orientation of the research. In our view, it is not just research questions that determine method, but rather fundamental beliefs about research that shape those research questions in the first place. Pratt and Bonaccio refer to epistemological differences in their paper, but do not make them a central plank of their argument or interventions. We suggest that being prepared to accept alternative and diverse epistemologies and world views is important to the general acceptance of qualitative research. Without this, only qualitative research of certain kinds is assessed as appropriate, and this tends to be that which does not trouble positivist assumptions too much (as in the editorial from the Journal of Applied Psychology, referenced by Pratt and Bonaccio). This is then to silence a large section of the qualitative research conducted (certainly in Europe) because this aligns mostly with alternative epistemological positions. psychology cannot disregard what is happening in the US. This is not to say that we want to disregard the US; qualitative W/O or I/O psychologists are stronger if they share experiences and insights across the globe. However it does mean that through the growing operation of such journal lists, the landscape of our own research is closely tied to that of the US in a way that might threaten European philosophical and methodological traditions.
Our presentation of the European W/O perspective suggests that when we consider the positioning of qualitative research, and how to change this, we also need to take a wider view -and perhaps even utilise some of our management-related theories like institutional theory (Symon et al, 2008) to understand the interests involved in sustaining this positioning and how to challenge these. We tend to think in terms of specific practical steps we can take and there is no doubt these are valuable and necessary. However, given our experience of the European situation, we also suggest to our US colleagues that change will only come about if we also consider the more institutional, political and epistemological aspects of the situation that help maintain the status quo.
As we said at the start of this commentary, we agree with the authors on many issues and we want to stand alongside them in passionately advocating the case of qualitative I/O research. We hope that we can engage in a process of mutual learning that can help us to devise a range of effective strategies for change in our shared discipline.
